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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to correspondence filed 17 June 2007. 

2. Claims 1-35 remain pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth In section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over 
Callaghan et al. (US 2002/0007317), hereinafter referred to as Callaghan, in view of 
Rosenberg et al. (US 6,073,241). hereinafter referred to as Rosenberg. 

The applied reference has a common assignee with the instant application. 
Based upon the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it constitutes prior art 
only under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) might be overcome 
by: (1) a showing under 37 CFR 1.132 that any invention disclosed but not claimed in 
the reference was derived from the inventor of this application and is thus not an 
invention "by another"; (2) a showing of a date of invention for the claimed subject 
matter of the application which corresponds to subject matter disclosed but not claimed 
in the reference, prior to the effective U.S. filing date of the reference under 37 CFR 
1 .131; or (3) an oath or declaration under 37 CFR 1.130 stating that the application and 
reference are currently owned by the same party and that the inventor named in the 
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application is tlie prior inventor under 35 U.S.C. 104, together with a terminal disclaimer 
in accordance with 37 CFR 1.321(c). This rejection might also be overcome by showing 
that the reference is disqualified under 35 U.S.C. 103(c) as prior art in a rejection under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a). See MPEP § 706.02(l)(1) and § 706.02(l)(2). ' 

Regarding claims 1, 11, 14, and 21, Callaghan teaches a method comprising 
employing a first web server in a first DNS domain, and a second web server in a 
second DNS domain (p. 3, par. 0050), wherein the first web server uses a first user 
tracking mechanism to collect client information (p. 3, par. 0049 and 0050). Callaghan 
teaches the storage of information (p. 3 par. 0043, p. 4 par. 0053, and p. 8, par. 01 17) 
but does not explicitly teach the storing of the client information as a client record in a 
database. Also, Callaghan teaches the utilization of multiple web servers but does not 
explicitly recite the limitations of "the first web server directing a client to access a 
resource at the second web-server", "said resource encapsulating information about a 
location of the client record in the database", "the second web server decapsulating the 
location and retrieving the client record from the database", and "the second web server 
using the client record in conjunction with a second user tracking mechanism", however 
in related art, Rosenberg teaches on these limitations. Rosenberg teaches the use of a 
database wherein an entry is created by a first web server, the entry is identifiable by a 
unique identification value and the client record is accessible by a plurality of servers in 
the network (col. 5, II. 5-15). Rosenberg teaches the distribution of the unique 
identification value that identifies the client record entry in the database to each 
appropriate server (col. 5, II. 26-30. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
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applicant's invention would have found it useful to modify Callaghan with the teachings 
of Rosenberg in order to be able to share client record information that is stored in a 
database. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to make such a 
combination for the reasons stated above as well as wherein a user would be able to be 
tracked across multiple web sites or distinct domains (Rosenberg, col. 2, II. 25-27). 

5. Regarding claim 2, Callaghan and Rosenberg teach the method wherein the first 
and second user tracking mechanisms use cookies for storing the user client 
information (Callaghan, p. 3, para. 0043). The rationale and motivation used to 
combine Callaghan and Rosenberg in claim 1 applies equally as well to claim 2. 

6. Regarding claim 3, Callaghan and Rosenberg teach the method wherein the first 
web server authenticates the client, and the client record includes user authentication 
data enabling the second web server to use a common sign-on with the sign-on of the 
first web server (Callaghan, p. 6, para. 0085-0087). The rationale and motivation used 
to combine Callaghan and Rosenberg in claim 1 applies equally as well to claim 3. 

7. Regarding claim 4, Callaghan and Rosenberg teach the method wherein the first 
web server stores within the client record at least one parameter which determines at 
least one characteristic of at least one page to be sent to the client by the second web 
server (Callaghan, p.1, para. 0004-0005). The rationale and motivation used to 
combine Callaghan and Rosenberg in claim 1 applies equally as well to claim 4. 

8. Regarding claim 5, Callaghan and Rosenberg teach the method wherein the 
parameter includes at least one user preference (Callaghan, p. 1 , para. 0004-0005). 
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The rationale and nnotivation used to combine Callaghan and Rosenberg in claim 1 
applies equally as well to claim 5. 

9. Regarding claim 6, Callaghan and Rosenberg teach the method wherein said at 
least one user preference is related to at least one detected purchasing habit 
(Callaghan, p. 1 , para. 0005). The rationale and motivation used to combine Callaghan 
and Rosenberg in claim 1 applies equally as well to claim 6. 

10. Regarding claim 7, Callaghan teaches a method comprising employing a first 
web server in a first DNS domain, and second web server in a second DNS domain (p. 
3, para. 0049-0050), enabling said first and second web servers to share cookie 
information (p. 3, para. 43); and coordinating cookies across said first and second 
domains (p. 3, para. 0046-0049). 

Callaghan teaches the storage of information (p. 3 par. 0043, p. 4 par. 0053, and 
p. 8, par. 01 1 7) but does not explicitly teach the storing of the client information as a 
client record in a database. Also, Callaghan teaches the utilization of multiple web 
servers but does not explicitly recite the limitations of "creating a link to the second web 
server that encapsulates information about a location of the client record in the 
database", however in related art, Rosenberg teaches on this limitation. Rosenberg 
teaches the use of a database wherein an entry is created by a first web server, the 
entry is identifiable by a unique identification value and the client record is accessible by 
a plurality of servers in the network (col. 5, II. 5-15). Rosenberg teaches the distribution 
of the unique identification value that identifies the client record entry in the database to 
each appropriate server (col. 5, II. 26-30. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
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the applicant's invention would have found it useful to modify Callaghan with the 
teachings of Rosenberg in order to be able to share client record information that is 
stored in a database. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
make such a combination for the reasons stated above as well as wherein a user would 
be able to be tracked across multiple web sites or distinct domains (Rosenberg, col. 2, 
II. 25-27). 

1 1 . Regarding claim 8, Callaghan and Rosenberg teach the method wherein the step 
of coordinating is performed by a cookie coordinator accessible to said first and second 
Web-Servers (Callaghan, p. 3, para. 0046-0049). The rationale and motivation used to 
combine Callaghan and Rosenberg in claim 7 applies equally as well to claim 8. 

12. Regarding claim 9, Callaghan and Rosenberg teach the method further 
comprising providing a cookie coordinator accessible to said first and second Web- 
Servers to perform the step of coordinating (Callaghan. p. 3. para. 0046-0049). The 
rationale and motivation used to combine Callaghan and Rosenberg in claim 7 applies 
equally as well to claim 9. 

13. Regarding claim 10, Callaghan and Rosenberg teach the method wherein the 
step of enabling includes the first web server setting a first cookie having a first identity 
and the second web server setting a second cookie having a second identity, and the 
step of coordinating maps the first and second identities to a third identity shared across 
said first and second domain (Callaghan, p. 4, para. 0053-0056). The rationale and 
motivation used to combine Callaghan and Rosenberg in claim 7 applies equally as well 
to claim 10. 
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14. Regarding claims 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, and 22, in accordance witli claims 1. 7, 1, 7, 
1 1 , and 21 , respectively, Callaghan and Rosenberg teach an article of manufacture 
comprising a computer usable medium having computer readable program code 
means... (Callaghan, p. 2, para. 0028 and p. 3, para. 0044-0046). 

15. Regarding claim 18, Callaghan discloses a method comprising employing a first 
web server in a first DNS domain, and a second web server in a second DNS domain, 
wherein the first web server maintains a first private cookie at a browser and the second 
web server maintains a second private cookie at the browser (p. 3, par. 0049 and 0050, 
p. 4, 0053 and 0054); accessing a cookie coordinator when the first private cookie is 
received by the first web-server (p. 4, para. 0056); mapping a first identity in the first 
private cookie and a second identity in the second private cookie to a single identity 
common across the multiple domains (p. 4, para. 0053). 

Callaghan teaches the storage of information (p. 3 par. 0043, p. 4 par. 0053, and 
p. 8, par. 01 17) but does not explicitly teach the storing of the client information as a 
client record in a database. Also. Callaghan teaches the utilization of multiple web 
servers but does not explicitly recite the limitation of "creating a link to the second web 
server that encapsulates information about a location of the client record in the 
database", however in related art, Rosenberg teaches on this limitation. Rosenberg 
teaches the use of a database wherein an entry is created by a first web server, the 
entry is identifiable by a unique identification value and the client record is accessible by 
a plurality of servers in the network (col. 5, II. 5-15). Rosenberg teaches the distribution 
of the unique identification value that identifies the client record entry in the database to 
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each appropriate server (col. 5, II. 26-30. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the applicant's invention would have found it useful to modify Callaghan with the 
teachings of Rosenberg in order to be able to share client record information that is 
stored in a database. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been nnotivated to 
make such a combination for the reasons stated above as well as wherein a user would 
be able to be tracked across multiple web sites or distinct domains (Rosenberg, col. 2, 
II. 25-27). 

16. Regarding claim 19, Callaghan and Rosenberg teach the method further 
comprising using the single identity to look up the identity of users across the different 
domains (Callaghan, p. 4, para. 0053), and the cookie coordinator learning the mapping 
of the various cookies that are placed independently on the browser by the different 
servers (Callaghan, p. 4, para. 0053). The rationale and motivation used to combine 
Callaghan and Rosenberg in claim 18 applies equally as well to claim 19. 

17. Regarding claim 20, Callaghan and Rosenberg teach the use of a program 
storage device readable by machine, tangibly embodying a program of instructions... 
(Callaghan , p. 2, para. 0028 and p. 3, para. 0044-0046). The rationale and motivation 
used to combine Callaghan and Rosenberg in claim 18 applies equally as well to claim 
19. 

Regarding claims 23, 25, 27, and 29, Callaghan and Rosenberg teach the 
method further comprising wherein the database is a cookie coordination database 
(Rosenberg, col. 5, II. 11-15); and wherein directing the client to access the resource at 
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the second Web-Server includes sending the client a link to the second Web-Server 
(col. 5, II. 25-30). 

18. Regarding claims 24, 26, 28, 30, 31, and 32, Callaghan and Rosenberg teach the 
method wherein directing the client to access the resource at the second Web-Server 
includes sending a HTTP response code from the first Web-Server configured to cause 
the client to be redirected to the second Web-Server using HTTP redirection. 
(Callaghan, see page 3, paragraph 0048, Callaghan discloses the use of well-known 
HTTP technology methods). The rationale and motivation used to combine Callaghan 
and Rosenberg in claims 1. 7, 14, 18, and 21 applies equally as well to claims 24, 26, 
28, 30, 31, and 32. 

19. Regarding claim 33, Callaghan and Rosenberg teach the method further 
comprising: storing a first cookie by the first user tracking mechanism, the first cookie 
including a first identity; and storing a second cookie by the second user tracking 
mechanism, the second cookie including a second identity and correlating the first 
cookie and the second cookie (Rosenberg, col. 5, II. 25-28). 

20. Regarding claim 34, Callaghan and Rosenberg teach the method wherein 
coordinating cookies across said first and second domains comprises storing in the 
cookies information correlating a first cookie have a first identity and associated with the 
first domain and a second cookie having a second identity and associated with the 
second domain (Rosenberg, col. 5, II. 25-28). 
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21 . Regarding claim 35, Callaghan and Rosenberg teach the method wherein the 
first private cookie and the second private cookie store information correlating the first 
private cookie and the second private cookie (Rosenberg, col. 5, II. 25-28). 

Response to Arguments 

22. Applicant's arguments filed 17 June 2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Claims 1, 11. 14 and 21 

23. Applicant argues with respect to independent claim 1 that Rosenberg (US 
6,073,241) does not teach or suggest: " a resource encapsulating information about a 
location of a client record in a database" as required by the claim. Examiner 
respectfully disagrees with the applicant. Rosenberg teaches in column 5, lines 5-15 
the use of a database wherein an entry is created by a first web server and the 
database entry is identifiable by a unique identification value. The database entry is 
accessible by a plurality of servers within a network by use of the unique identification 
value. The unique identification value is used to encapsulate the location of the record 
or entry within the database. Applicant argues that a unique identification value is not 
inherently equivalent to a location in a database. Examiner does not find this argument 
persuasive because Rosenberg, in column 5, lines 10-15, clearly teaches that a unique 
identification value identifies an entry in a database. An entry in a database is 
equivalent to a location in a database. Therefore, what is taught by Rosenberg is within 
the claim limitation: "a resource encapsulating infornriation about a location of a client 
record in a database." Applicant argues further on page 12 of the response that: 
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"Because Rosenberg fails to teach a resource encapsulating information about a 
location of a client record in a database. Rosenberg clearly cannot teach decapsulating 
the location from the resource. Thus, Rosenberg cannot teach the limitation of claim 1 
wherein the second web server decapsulates the location and retrieves the client record 
from the database." Examiner respectfully disagrees with the applicant. As mentioned 
above, Rosenberg teaches on the aspect of a resource encapsulating information with 
respect to a client record in a database. Rosenberg teaches further on the 
decapsulation aspect in column 5, lines 20-25 wherein other servers, a second web 
server, may retrieve instructions as to how to access the database entry utilizing the 
aforementioned unique identification value. Therefore, Rosenberg clearly teaches on 
the aspect wherein the second web server decapsulates the location and retrieves the 
client record from the database. 

24. Applicant argues on page 1 3 of the response that it is illogical to assert that one 
of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to combine the teachings of Callaghan 
with the teachings of Rosenberg. Examiner respectfully disagrees. Callaghan and 
Rosenberg and deemed analogous art. Rosenberg is relied upon for teaching what 
Callaghan lacks as outlined in the above rejection. The argument that the environments 
that Callaghan and Rosenberg operate in are substantially different is not found 
persuasive because they are both intended to operate within networked computer 
environments and obvious variations thereof as mentioned in column 1, lines 14-30 of 
Rosenberg and page 1, paragraph 0003 of Callaghan. 
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25. Therefore in view of the prior art of record, independent claims 1,11,14 and 21 
are not deemed patentable. 

26. Claims 7 and 18 

27. Applicant argues that Rosenberg does not teach: "a location of a client record in 
a database which is encapsulated within a link." Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
Examiner does not find this argument persuasive because Rosenberg, in column 5, 
lines 10-15, clearly teaches that a unique identification value identifies an entry in a 
database. An entry in a database is equivalent to a location in a database. As 
mentioned in column 5, lines 26-30, the unique identification value taught by Rosenberg 
is utilized by appropriate servers to specifically identify and achieve access to a client 
record entry in a database and therefore is functionally equivalent to applicant's claimed 
link. Therefore, what is taught by Rosenberg is within the claim limitation: "a location of 
a client record in a database which is encapsulated within a link." 

28. Claims 33-35 

29. Applicant argues that the cited art does not teach what is presented in the newly 
filed claims, specifically that "correlating information is stored in cookies." Examiner 
respectfully disagrees with the applicant. Rosenberg teaches on this aspect of the 
claimed invention in column 5, lines 25-28 wherein a cookie can include header 
information which includes identification information with respect to a database entry. 
When a second cookie utilizes this header as well and has the same identification 
information, the cookies are correlated. Therefore, Rosenberg teaches on this aspect of 
the invention. 
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Conclusion 

30. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time - 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Benjamin A. Ailes whose telephone number is (571)272- 
3899. The examiner can normally be reached oh M-F 6:30-4. IFP Work Schedule. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Caldwell can be reached on (571)272-3868. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




ANDREW CALDWELL 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



